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SUMMARY

The oppositions to MCI's Petition for Reconsideration of the

First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

in this docket (Order) do not address the points raised by MCI.

MCI demonstrated in its Petition that the requirements imposed in

the Order to implement the Moperate independently" provision in

section 272{b){1) of the Act fail to meet the Commission's own

criteria stated in the Order for the implementation of that

provision. Thus, permitting the joint ownership of property by

the BOC and its affiliate, permitting the affiliate to construct,

own or operate its own local exchange facilities and permitting

joint research and development and shared administrative services

will integrate their operations to such an extent that they will

not be operating independently and will necessitate a vast amount

of complex cost allocation.

The BOCs repeat the Commission's stated rationale for

interpreting the independent operation requirement so narrowly,

but they do not address MCI's arguments as to the integration and

cost allocation burden that will result therefrom. The existence

of other safeguards, both in the Telecommunications Act of 1996

and otherwise, are irrelevant to the interpretation of section

272{b) (1), since Congress knew of, or imposed, such other

safeguards and determined that an independent operation

requirement was also necessary in addition to those protections.

Permitting the interLATA affiliates to provide local services

ii
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will especially require the coordination and integration of the

BOC's and affiliate's operations that section 272(b) (1) was

intended to preclude. SBC defends the Commission's decision to

allow the BOCs to transfer their official services networks to

their affiliates. Its argument is based, however, on a

misreading of the MFJ Court's decision approving the Plan of

Reorganization, which allowed the BOCs to keep those interLATA

facilities on the understanding they were to be used for official

services in support of their local exchange and access services.

The BOCs have also failed to rebut MCI's contention that

additional reporting requirements are needed to enforce the

nondiscrimination provisions of section 272(C) and Ce). They

repeat the Commission's rationale for rejecting such

requirements, which was based on other safeguards that supposedly

will prevent discrimination, but, as MCI explained in its

Petition, those safeguards all depend, in turn, on effective

nondiscrimination reporting data.
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REPLY OF MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION IN
SupPORT OF ITS PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) , by its undersigned

attorneys, hereby replies to the oppositions to its Petition for

Reconsideration of the First Report and Order and Further Notic~

of Proposed Rulemaking in the above-captioned proceeding, FCC 96

489 (released Dec. 24, 1996) (Order). In its Petition for

Reconsideration (Petition), MCI demonstrated that the Order

failed to carry out its stated goals for the implementation of

the Section 272(b) (1) requirement that a Bell Operating Company

(BOC) ·operate independently~ from its separate affiliate and

that additional reporting requirements were necessary to enforce

the nondiscrimination provisions of Section 272(c) (1) and (e).

As explained below, the oppositions fail to address the issues

raised by MCI, and its Petition for Reconsideration should be

granted.

A. The BOCs Have Not Rebutted MCI's Conclusion That the Order
Fails to Implement the Separation and Nondiscrimination
Regyirements of Section 272

MCI argued in its Petition that, in order to implement the

independent operation requirement in Section 272(b) (1), the

Commission should have prohibited joint ownership of any property

by the BOC and its affiliate, prohibited the affiliate from
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constructing, owning or operating its own local exchange

facilities or from purchasing unbundled elements for the

provision of local services, and prohibited joint research and

development and shared administrative services. MCl explained

that in allowing such integrated operations, the Commission

undermined its stated goal in the Order for the implementation of

section 272(b) (1), which was "to prevent a BOC from integrating

its local exchange and exchange access operations with its

section 272 affiliate's activities to such an extent that the

affiliate could not reasonably be found to be operating

independently,"l and to "avoid[] the need to allocate the costs of

such ••. facilities between BOC activities and the competitive

activities .... ,,2

The BOCs raise various objections to MCl's request that the

Commission implement the "operate independently" requirement in

Section 272(b) (1) more effectively. Ameritech quibbles that

Section 272(b) (1) does not require fUlly separate operations,

pointing to various provisions that it argues contradict such a

requirement. 3 The examples it chooses, however -- such as the

nondiscrimination requirement of Section 272(C) (1) and the joint

marketing provision in Section 272(g) -- do not contradict, but,

rather, reinforce MCl's view that Section 272(b) (1) requires

fUlly independent operations. Complete independence of

2

3

Order at ! 158.

.14&. at ! 159.

Ameritech Comments at 10-11.
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operations between a BOC and its interLATA affiliate clearly

facilitate the enforcement of the requirement that a BOC not

discriminate between such affiliate and other unaffiliated

entities. Such a nondiscrimination requirement necessarily

implies that the BOC and its affiliate be sUfficiently separate

such that a comparison can be made between their dealings and the

BOC's dealings with other unaffiliated entities. Similarly, the

explicit permission given for joint marketing in Section 272(g)

would not have been necessary if the BOC and its affiliate were

not otherwise required to be fUlly independent.

Ameritech also claims that the Moperate independently"

requirement could not have been intended to establish a wide

ranging set of separation requirements Mthat dwarf the specified

requirements" in Section 272(b) (2)-(5).4 Other BOCs also argue

that the additional requirements advocated by MCI are not

specifically required by Section 272(b).5 Those arguments,

however, beg the question, since they assume that Moperate

independently" does not require much independence. If MCI is

correct about the meaning of that phrase, there are not many

additional separation requirements that needed to be spelled out

in Section 272(b). The scope of the requirements in Section

272(b)(2)-(S) thus sheds no light on the proper interpretation of

the independent operation requirement in Section 272(b)(1).

contrary to the BOCs' suggestions, MCI does not seek to

4

5

Ameritech Comments at 11.

See, e.g., Bell Atlantic/Nynex Joint Comments at 3.
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impose obliqations beyond those required by section 272(b). As

MCl explained in its Petition, it is the Commission that stated

that the purpose of Section 272(b) (1) is "to prevent a BOC from

inteqratinq its local exchanqe and exchange access operations

with its section 272 affiliate's activities to such an extent

that the affiliate could not reasonably be found to be operatinq

independently,"6 and to "avoid[] the need to allocate the costs of

such ... facilities between BOC activities and the competitive

activities •••• "7 The inteqration that the Order allows, however,

and the cost allocation that will be required, undercut those

stated qoa1s. Providinq unbundled elements to the affiliate for

the provision of local service, providinq official services

network facilities and administrative services to a separate

affiliate and permittinq the affiliate to provide local services,

for example, will intertwine the planninq and operations of the

BOC and its affiliate to a tremendous extent.

Moreover, the BOCs' provision of services and facilities to

their affiliates as permitted by the Order will necessitate the

same cost allocations that would have been required if joint

ownership of facilities had been allowed. The only difference is

that instead of a110catinq the costs of jointly owned facilities,

it will be necessary to allocate costs between the facilities,

elements and services the BOC provides to its affiliate and those

it provides to all others, an equally intricate and error-prone

6

7

Order at ! 158.

~ at ! 159.
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task. The Order thus accomplishes nothing in the way of avoiding

cost allocations and integration of operations. None of the BOCs

addressed this failure in the Order to meet its own stated goals

for the implementation of section 272(b)(1).

Ameritech and SSC also list the other safequards that ought

to prevent abuses -- such as price caps, biennial audits, cost

accounting rules and the other separation and nondiscrimination

requirements of Section 272 itself -- and arque that no

additional separation requirements, such as those sought by MCl,

need be imposed. 8 Again, however, that begs the question of the

proper interpretation of the independent operation requirement.

Moreover, Congress knew of, or imposed, in the 1996 Act, those

other requirements and nevertheless imposed the independent

operation requirement in addition to those other protections.

Since Congress determined that all of those requirements were

necessary in tandem, the Commission should reject the BOCs'

suggestion to soft pedal section 272(b) (1) in reliance on the

others.

The BOCs also arque that the Commission was correct in

allowing the interLATA affiliates to own and operate local

exchange service facilities. They state that although Section

272(b) requires separation between a BOC and its interLATA

affiliate, that provision does not limit the activities of the

affiliate itself. 9 Ameritech arques that since the affiliate has

8

9

Ameritech Comments at 12; SBC Opposition at 4-5.

See, e.g., SBC Comments at 6-8.
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no local bottleneck power, its provision of local exchange

service together with interLATA services will not create any

anticompetitive risks.

The BOCs do not address MCl's point, however, that if the

BOCs and their interLATA affiliates are both providing local

exchange services, it will be impossible for them to operate

independently. Both the BOC and its affiliate would be sharing

the use of and acting through the affiliate's local service

operations, requiring the coordination and integration that,

according to the commission, Section 272(b) (1) was intended to

preclude. Whether that coordination is done by the parent

holding company or otherwise, the lack of independence is the

same.

For example, Ameritech suggests that the interLATA

affiliates should be able to develop new service packages or

local service pricing plans or target niche markets to which the

BOCs' local services are not directed. 10 Such strategies will

require constant coordination between a BOC and its affiliate at

every step of product development, marketing and sales in order

not to trip over each other. Such coordination and cooperation

are the antithesis of indePendent operations. Moreover, the more

coordination that is necessary between the BOC and the affiliate,

as the affiliate's local service operations grow, the more that

the affiliate takes on the role of a successor to the BOC.

Finally, US West defends the Commission's decision to allow the

10 Ameritech Comments at 16-17.
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affiliates to provide local services on the basis of all of the

other safeguards cited in the Order,ll but that does not help

determine whether the independent operation requirement is

violated. The BOCs thus have not faced up to the issue

presented.

One aspect of this issue on which SBC focuses is MCl's

request that BOCs not be permitted to transfer their official

services networks to their separate affiliates. MCl argued in

its Petition that those networks were left with the BOCs upon

divestiture on the understanding that they would be used only for

local exchange and intraLATA services, citing the MFJ Court's

opinion approving the Plan of Reorganization. 12 MCl argued that

if there is now sufficient excess capacity in those networks to

be used for interLATA services in addition to official services,

the BOCs have been engaging in massive cross-subsidization.

Moreover, since those networks were tailored for the BOCs' unique

needs, they will provide a unique, discriminatory benefit to the

BOCs and their affiliates that no other entity could extract. 13

SBC argues that the MFJ Court, in the decision cited by MCl,

did not restrict the use of the official services networks in the

manner MCl suggests, pointing to the corridor services that the

BOCs were permitted to provide using, inter alia, those

11 US West Response at 11.

12 See western Electric Co.
1057, 1098-99 (D.D.C. 1983).

y. united states, 569 F. Supp.

13 Mel Pet. at 4-5.
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networks. 14 The Court clearly stated, however, that

[I]t makes no sense to prohibit the [BOCs] from
using, constructing, and operating on their own
the facilities they need to conduct Official
services, whether they be intra-LATA or inter-LATA
in character ••••

••• As William Weiss, chief executive-designate of
the Midwest Region, points out:

••• "Forcing the BOCs to rely on third parties for
official service communications ••• could
seriously jeopardize the BOCs' fulfillment of
their responsibilities to provide intra-LATA
communications and exchange access ••••

"••• The critical point is that the BOCs should be
free to conduct their official services
communications in the optimal manner, selecting
whichever o~tion is the most reliable and cost
efficient. "1

The Court went on to explain that the MFJ did not prohibit the

BOCs from constructing and maintaining interLATA facilities used

for official services:

Further, section I(A) (1) mandates

[t]he transfer from AT&T and its affiliates
to the BOCs ••• of sUfficient facilities [to
permit them] to perform, independently of
AT&T, exchange telecommunications and
exchange access functions •••• 16

In other words, the BOCs were strictly prohibited from

providing interLATA services except for their official services

in the performance of their local exchange, access and intraLATA

services.

14

The interLATA official services facilities were

SBC Opposition at 9.

15

16

569 F. Supp. at 1098-1100.

I.s;h. at 1100.
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transferred to them, or permitted to be constructed by them, only

for those purposes. 17 Some the interLATA facilities transferred

to the BOCs for official services purposes were also partially

used by AT&T for interLATA services,18 but the BOCs were not

thereby permitted to use those interLATA facilities for other

than their official services in support of their local and access

services. The permission to provide interLATA corridor services

cited by SBC was another limited exception strictly limited to

its facts. Thus, SBC is wrong as to the uses to which the

official services networks could be put.

SBC then asserts that there is no evidence that there is

excess capacity in the official services networks, rebutting any

claim of cross-subsidization, and that even if they were

overbuilt, sections 272(b) (5) and (c) (1) would require an arm's

length, nondiscriminatory transfer to the affiliate. 19 The point

is, however, that if the BOCs intend to transfer those networks

to their affiliates, with the affiliates making capacity

available to the BOCs for official services purposes, those

networks have been overbuilt, raising serious cross-subsidy

issues. The process of having to assign an arm's-length

transaction value to those facilities also poses an enormous

enforcement burden for the Commission. The BOCs' unwillingness

17 See also ide at 1101 (BOCs may also construct interLATA
facilities for official services).

18

19

See ide

SBC Comments at 9.
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to reveal their plans as to the future intended use of the

official services networks only heightens the reasonable

suspicion that cross-subsidization has taken place. Finally, as

MCI argued in its Petition, the notion of a nondiscriminatory

transfer of facilities designed for only one entity is ludicrous.

The advantages that will be conferred on the affiliates by such

facilities are unique, making any such transfer inherently

discriminatory. The BOCs fail to address this crucial issue.

SBC argues that the sharing of services does not undermine

the independent operation and separate employee requirements but

can only assert in defense of the Order that the interLATA

affiliate will at least need employees to perform those few

functions that the BOC is not allowed to perform for the

affiliate and that "there will undoubtedly be functions that the

S 272 affiliate will prefer to perform for itself. ,,20 In other

words, the BOCs' employees should be allowed to do almost

everything needed by the affiliates, which will be reduced to

shells. This is already happening. According to an article in

the trade press, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A, the

president of Ameritech's designated interLATA affiliate,

Ameritech communications, Inc. (ACI), quit after a major strategy

shift reducing the role of ACI and stripping down its staff to a

skeleton crew that will handle only network management and

product development. All of the BOCs' interLATA affiliates will

look like ACI if they are permitted to share services.

20 SBC Comments at 5.
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B. The BOCs Have Failed to Demonstrate That Additional
Reporting Regpirements ShOUld Not be Imposed

Some of the BOCs also oppose MC!'s request that the

Commission enforce the nondiscrimination requirements in Section

272 with meaningfUl reporting requirements. In its Petition, MCI

explained why each of the other safeguards cited in the Order as

reasons not to impose reporting requirements actually support

such requirements, since those safeguards -- such as the

complaint remedy and the nondiscrimination requirements -- are

useless without the nondiscrimination reporting data necessary to

make out a prima facie case or to check on whether discrimination

is taking place. MCI also pointed out that it made little sense

to reject additional reporting requirements on the basis of such

safeguards as the separation requirements and the biennial audit

requirement, since the Order also Mdecline[s] to impose

additional structural separation requirements given the

nondiscrimination safeguards, the biennial audit requirement, and

other pUblic disclosure requirements imposed by section 272."21

Various provisions in Section 272 cannot be presumed to

substitute for one another, since Congress deemed each of them

necessary in concert with all of the others.

Some of the BOCs object to MCI's request and recite the

Commission's rationale for rejecting reporting requirements. 22

They never address MCI's points demonstrating the inadequacy of

Order at ! 167.

22 SBC Opposition at 10-11; Ameritech Comments at 17-21;
Bell Atlantic/Nynex Joint Comments at 6-7.
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that rationale, however. Ameritech alludes to the effect of all

of the other safeguards taken together, but never explains how

all of the other safeguards, in tandem, rebut MCI's arguments as

to the need for meaningful reporting requirements any better than

they do singly. For example, it is not evident that the need for

reporting requirements to make the complaint remedy and

nondiscrimination requirements fully effective is somehow

diminished by the combination of those safeguards. A complaint

remedy and nondiscrimination requirements that are rendered

ineffective by the lack of nondiscrimination reporting data are

no more useful taken together than they are apart. Bell

Atlantic/Nynex argue that those remedies are effective because,

for example, the defendant bears the burden of production in a

complaint case under section 271(d) (6) (B).23 The defendant only

bears that burden, however, after the complainant establishes a

prima facie case, with supporting evidence,24 which will not be

possible in many discrimination cases without reporting data.

Ameritech also goes on at length as to why it no longer has

any incentive or ability to discriminate, but if that were

actually the case, there would be no need for the

nondiscrimination requirements in section 272. They are there

for a reason -- namely, the BOCs' continuing overwhelming local

exchange and access market dominance -- and the Commission has an

obligation to enforce those requirements. Such enforcement is

23

24
Bell Atlantic/Nynex Joint Comments at 6-7.

Order at !! 340, 345.
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impossible without the reporting requirements MCl advocated in

its Petition. Ameritech also asserts that it is already

providing such reports to MCl and other carriers pursuant to its

Section 251/252 obligations. As MCl demonstrated in its

Petition, however, state commissions are not requiring

performance and service quality standards in interconnection

agreements, let alone reporting requirements to enforce such

standards. 25 To the extent that Ameritech has agreed to provide

some of this data, it has not explained Why a requirement to

provide it is unreasonable.

The need for such reporting requirements is underscored by

Ameritech's final point, which is that other carriers do not need

data comparing a BOC's treatment of its own affiliate with its

treatment of other entities, because they can compare how they

are treated by the various BOCs. Such -benchmarking" data

supposedly allows carriers to identify any service degradation

without formal service quality reports. Ameritech's SOlution,

however, proves the need for such reports. One learns nothing

about potential discrimination by comparing one BOC's performance

with that of another. Thus, the benchmarking that Ameritech

advises would not establish any useful conclusions. The only

data that shed light on a BOC's compliance with the

nondiscrimination requirements of Section 272 are data that allow

the comparisons set forth in those provisions -- i.e., data that

compare a BOC's treatment of its affiliate with its treatment of

25 MCl Pet. at 12-13.
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other entities.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above and in MCI's Petition for

Reconsideration, the Commission should reconsider its Order and

modify it to imple.ent Section 272 properly and to impose

reporting requirements necessary to enforce the nondiscrimination

provisions of Section 272.

Respectfully sUbmitted,

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

By:iM-~¥
Mary L. Brown
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 887-2372

Its Attorneys

Dated: April 16, 1997
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McD's race for life in the faster tood lane

Top execs exit Ameritech
Consumer, long-distance chiefs are latest hang-ups

I

business--eonsumer services-has
left for another company and will
be replaced by the chief of its fast
growing cellular unit.

Also gone are the presidents of
Ameritech's much-touted long
distance unit and its security
monitoring business.

The departure of long-distance
chief Steven Nowick, 43, signals
a major strategy shift that re
duces the role of the unit. The
company's main consumer and

See AMERITECH on Page 44

eliminated.
Franchlsl'c Stcvc gig.Hi, who rc-

By JOSEPH B. CAHILL
Executive changes are shuffling
the lineup at Ameritech Corp.
just as competition is heating up
in key markets.

Departures over the past two
weeks have brought new leader
ship to four Ameritech business
units. They represent the latest
turns of a revolving door on the
executive suite at the $IS-billion
telecommunications giant.

Last week, the company con
firmed that the head of its largest

Ulliulls-is l-\uaralHl'l'd to arrive
within 3.') l11inlltl'~, or the meal islligh-teeh Idtehens luay heat up sales

LATE NEWS

FIRM OFFERS $22-MIL.
FLOOD SETTLEMENT
~ Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Co. pro
posed a maximum $22-million
settlement last week with nearly
200 downtown firms affected by
the 1992 Chicago flood. The deal
won't be final until it is approved
by each plaintiff against the Oak
Brook company, a process that
could take several weeks. "I be
lieve it will be settled," says
William Harte, one of several at
torneys involved in the class-ac
tion lawsuit against Great Lakes,
whose repair of Chicago River
pilings led to a rupture in the un
dnlying tunnel and widespread
l.oop flooding. The deal is simi
lar to the firm's $26-million set
tlement with the city last month,
which provided $3 million in
ca~'"l and right~ to collect the rest
from its London insurers, says
~'I'''.Mack.... CEO of Grear.~es. Meanwhile, rhe plaintiffs, ,
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Hello, hello? Ameritech's latest executive hang-ups

Stocks losing their socks

~

Ii

Waukegan. Me. Rooney, who
oversaw 33% growth in cellular
subscribers last year, says the
consumer unit is ready to com
pete.

"What we will do here will be
many of the same things we did
at cellular," he says.

Me. Rooney's successor at the
cellular unit will not have the
same advantages he did. A busi
ness that has been limited to two
competitors per market is getting
more crowded as operators of a
new breed of wireless service
called personal communications
services-rush in. The Chicago
market, for example, now has
three wireless carriers and could
have as many as seven by next
year.

In the long-distance arena, Mr.
Nowick's exit reflects a funda
mental shift in Ameritech's ap
proach to a business that seems
forever just out of reach.

Ameritech originally believed it
would be in the business by the
end of 1995, a target that now
seems two years too optimistic. A
Federal Communications Com
mission ruling in December re
moved the need for a stand-alone
subsidiary to market long-dis
tance services.

While Me. Nowick was not
responsible for snafus in Amer
itech's quest for regulatory ap
proval to sell long-distance in
the five states where it controls
the local-service market, the
former telecommunications ex
ecutive and consultant faced a
diminished role as the consumer
and husiness services units took
over marketing responsihility
for long-distance.

The unit has been stripped down
to a skeleton crew that will handle
network management and product
development.

All of the departing
execs were recruited

from unregulated
industries to infuse

Ameritech with
competitive blood.

1996, left after 11 months on the
job.

Another executive committee
member, Senior Vice-president of
Corporate Communications Rita
Wilson, left a year ago--after 19
months-to return to her previ
ous employer, Allstate Corp.

All of the departing executives

were recruited by CEO Richard
Notebaert from unregulated in
dustries to infuse Ameritech's
monopolistic culture with com
petitive blood as its markets are
opened to competition.

But with real competition in
local service still theoretical,
Ameritech has yet to feel the
pain that changes attitudes.

"They're at a stage where
those people are going to be
very frustrated by working for
Ameritech," observes Bob Ven
able, an analyst with Robert W.
Baird & Co. in Milwaukee.

AT&T at the gate
But things arc changing for

the consumer unit that Me.
Rooney is taking over. After
months of shadow-boxing, New
Jersey-based AT&T Corp. last
month began competing with
A mcritech for loca I telephone
customers in Libertyville and

TO"Tl'1 "" ~ t~~-r ~t-;nlT'-1 h'T it'-1 0111 n q,,,,,,,O

long-distance unit, replaces Me.
Nowick. And Eljay Bowron, 46,
director of the U.S. Secret Service,
will take over security monitor
mg.

"It's losing your generals just
before you go into battle," says
securities analyst David Otto,
who follows Ameritech for Ed
ward D. Jones & Co. in St.
Louis.

But a company spokesman says
the executive departures will have
little impact in an organization as
large as Ameritech.

"We're deep in talent," he
says, pointing out that turnover
is high throughout the telecom
munications industry. The top
shelf jobs offered to Messrs.
Wienick and Pazian are testimo
ny to Ameritech's success in re
cruiting high-caliber executives
from more competitive indus
tries, he adds.

Beyond possible disruption at
the husiness units, the wave of
defections continues a trend at
the upper levels of Ameritech.

Of the three exiting executives,
none had been with the company
longer than four years. Me.
Wienick joined in 1993, Mr.
Nowick in 1994 and Mr. Pazian
in 1996.

Other top-level departures in
the past year include Andrew Pat
ti, former chief operating officer
of Dial Corp., who left after only
five months as executive vice
president and head of the con
sumer and business services-the
No.2 slot at Ameritech. Former
sports executive Timothy Con
nolly, who was senior vice-presi
dent in charge of the Ameritech
telephone network and a member
of the executive committee until

come CEO of CDI Corp., a tech
nical outsourcing firm hased in
Philadelphia. John Rooney, 54,
exits the cellular unit to replace
Me. Wienick just as the wireless
industry is poised to explode with
competition.

Security monitoring chief Stephen
Pazian, 47, departs for the CEO
spot at a subsidiary of Califor
nia's Edison International at an
equally inopportune time: The
unit is in the midst of a shift from
commercial to consumer markets.

'Losing your generals'
Taking Me. Rooney's place at

cellular is Herb Hribar, 45, now
in charge of Ameritech's Euro
pean operations. Patrick Earley,
vice-president of finance for the

ciaI real estate firm Grubb & Ellis
Co., which saw its market capi
talization more than double in
the period. Grubb's shares soared
111 % to $9.50 at the end of
March, before slipping back to
the $9 range last week.

Chief Financial Officer Brian
Parker declined to comment on
the stock price but noted the
strong real estate market and
Gruhb's healthy balance sheet.
The firm has raised a total of $21
million in equity since January
and paid off its long-term debt.

Some escape plunge
The biggest quarterly gainer

was Chicago's Metal Manage
ment Inc., a recent startup that
aims to build a national chain of
scrap metal dealers. Buoyed by
three recent acquisitions, its stock
rose 126°1" in the qua ncr to
$X.7S ;lIld rem;lined in that range
LIst \\Tl'L

AMERITECH from Page 1
husiness services units will now
lead the long-stalled charge into
long-distance-as soon as federal
and state regulators open the
gate.

Company officials would not
comment on the prospect of lay
offs at the long-distance unit,
which, over the past 2112 years, has
built a fully staffed headquarters
operation in northwest suhurban
Rosemont.

Meanwhile, the $4.7-billion
consumer services business is fac
ing the prospect of competition
for residential customers for the
first time just as President Mitch
Wienick-a 48-year-old con
sumer products expert recruited
from Borden Inc.-leaves to be-

MARKET from Page 4
Still, the $5.6-billion deal is now
worth about $800 million less
than when it was announced in
late February.

The market rout iced plans of
at least two Chicago technology
companies to go puhlic: Oak
Brook information technology
consultant SPR Inc. and Inver
ness-hased Hartford Computer
C;roup Inc., which resells com
puter equipment and software to
husinesses and distrihutors.

SPR Chief Financial Officer
Stephen Gamhill said his compa
ny is now "shooting towards
next fall," adding, "We're wait
ing until the market rehounds."

Likewise, Hartford's approxi-'
mately $S2-million oHerin~ is in
limho, "definitely as a result of the
n·.rket's weakness," said Chid Fi
nancial Officer Rohert /.irk.

However, the marker W;ISIl'!

p' ",on to Oak FOrl·q·, I kill lock



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Sylvia Chukwuocha, do hereby certify that a true copy of
the foregoing "REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MCI'S PETITION FOR
RECONSIDERATION" was served this 16th day of April, 1997, by
hand-delivery or first-class mail, postage prepaid, upon each of
the following persons:

Gary L. Philips
Ameritech
1401 H Street, N,W.
Suite 1020
Washington, DC 20005

David W. Carpenter
Peter D. Keisler
AT&T Corp.
One First National Plaza
Chicago, IL 60603

Mark C. Rosenblum
Leonard J. Cali
AT&T Corp.
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Edward Shakin
Lawrence W. Katz
Bell Atlantic Telephone
Companies and Bell Atlantic
Communications, Inc.
1320 North Court House Road
Eighth Floor
Arlington, VA 22201

Walter H. Alford
John F. Beasley
William B. Barfield
Jim o. Llewellyn
Bellsouth Corporation
1155 Peachtreet Street, N.E.
Suite 1800
Atlanta, GA 30309-2641

David G. Frolio
David G. Richards
Bellsouth Corporation
1133 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Patrick S. Berdge
Public Utilities Commission of

the State of California
505 Van Ness Ave.,
San Francisco, CA 94102

Danny E. Adams
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Thomas K. Crowe
Law Offices of Thomas K.

Crowe, P.C.
Excel Telecommunications, Inc.
2300 M Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20037

Cynthia B. Miller
Florida Public Service
Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Michael J. Shortley, III
Frontier Corporation
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, New York 14646

Jonathan Jacob Nadler
Squire, Sanders & Dempsey
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
P.O. Box 407
Washington, DC 20004

Daniel C. Duncan
Information Industry
Association
1625 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Suite 700
Washington,DC 20036



Andrew D. Lipman
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

William J. Celio
Michigan Public Service
Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
Lansing, MI 48910

Eric Witte
Missouri Public Serivice

Commission
P.O. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Charles D. Gray
James Bradford Ramsay
National Association of

Regulatory Utility
Commissioners
1201 Constitution Ave
Suite 1102
P.O. Box 684
Washington, DC 20044

Blossom A. Peretz
New Jersey Division of the

Ratepayers Advocate
31 Clinton Street, 11th Floor
Newark, NJ 07101

Mary E. Burgess
NYS Department of Public

Service
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223-1350

Donald C. Rowe
NYNEX Corporation
111 Westchester Avenue
White Plains, NY 10604

Mary W. Marks
Southwestern Bell Telephone

Company
One Bell Center
Room 3536
St. Louis, MO 63101

Leon M. Kestenbaum
Sprint Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1110
Washington, DC 20036

John L. McGrew
Brian Conboy
Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Alfred M. Mamlet
Steptoe & Johnson LLP
1330 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Teresa Marrero
Teleport Communications Group,

Inc.
One Teleport Drive
Staten Island, NY 10311

Lesla Lehtonen
California Cable Television
Association
4341 Piedmont Ave
P.O. Box 11080
Oakland, CA 94611

Mary McDermott
United States Telephone
Association
1401 H Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington,DC 20005

Robert B. McKenna
Richard A. Karre
US West, Inc.
1020 19th Street, N.W.
Washington,DC 20036



Ruth S. Baker-Battist
Voice-Tel
5600 Wisconsin Ave.,
Suite 1007
Chevy Chase,MD 20815

Joel Bernstein
Halprin, Temple, Goodman

and Sugrue
1100 New York Ave., N.W.
Suite 650E
Washington, DC 20005

Janice Myles
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications
Division
Room 544
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

International Transcription
Service
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 246
Washington, DC 20554

Werner K. Hartenberger
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC
1200 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

William Balcerski
NYNEX Companies
1095 Avenue of the Americas
Room 3723
New York, NY 10036

Alan F. Ciamporcero
Southwestern Bell Telephone

Company
140 New Montgomery Street
Room 1525
San Francisco, CA 94105

Charles C. Hunter
Telecommunications Resellers

Association
1620 I Street, N.W.
Suite 701
Washington, DC 20006
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